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PROJECTED ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF A 
MACHINE TOOL MANUFACTURING FIRM ON NEWTON FALLS, OHIO* 
The attached results show the impacts on the city of Newton Falls, Newton 
Falls Exempted Village School District, and Trumbull County of a typical firm 
which manufactures machine tools. It is estimated that 167 persons would be 
employed. Most of the community data came from reports issued by the state 
auditor and has not been verified with local officials. Data on the firm are 
derived from the 1972 Census of Manufactures. 
Based upon results of previous research, it was assumed that 40 percent cf 
the new plant employees would be residents of Newton Falls, 30 percent would 
commute from the rest of Trumbull County, 10 percent would move into the county, 
and 20 percent would commute from outside the county. 
Employees in Newton Falls are estimated to earn $809,322 more than they 
would otherwise in the first year if the plant was established. Employees in 
the rest of Trumbull County should earn $563,635 more in the first year. 
Depending on where they live, these employees are estimated to spend from 20 
to 60 percent of their new income in Newton Falls. When combined with multiplier 
effects, this would increase the incomes of area merchants and their employees 
by $127,613 in the fir~t year. 
The tax base in the county would expand enough to provide both Newton Falls 
and Trumbull County with greater increases in revenues than in expenditures. 
The city should have a net increase in revenues of $22,841 in the first year. 
~Y year 20, this should increase to $28,174 (after removing inflation) due to 
the city's 1 percent income tax. Income tax revenues increase over' time as real 
wages rise. 
Trumbull County government should have a net gain of $6,327 in the first 
year, but is estimated to fall to $5,579 in year 20. This decline occurs because 
property tax revenues on outside millage are frozen at 1977 levels. 
The Newton Falls Exempted Village School District is estimated to have 
negative impacts initially because the state aid to education is reduced by 
$20,654 (year 1). This becomes positive because the analysis assumes state aid 
to education will increase at 8.5 percent p~r year. If this does not occur, 
the impacts would be negative over the entire time. This uneven pattern of school 
impacts is a result of the Ohio education finance system which combines an equal 
yield formula for state aid, a guarantee of no reduction in state aid from one 
year to the next, a partial freeze on local property tax revenues, and property 
valuations vJhich change only once every three years. 
If a ten year abatement would be given to this firm, the net gains for 
the city should be $22,429 in year 1, or about 2 percent less than they would 
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be without any abatement. With the abatement, the county should have net 
gains of $5,868 in the first year, or about 7 percent less. An abatement would 
apply only to taxes from improvements to real property and not to tangible 
personal property taxes or income taxes. 
If no tax abatement is provided, the city's breakeven level of investment 
for site improvements to attract this type of firm would be $103,152 (assuming 
a 9 percent discount rate). Thus, up to $103,152 could be inve~ted by the 
city without raising the tax rates. The county could invest another $25,679. 
These estimates are derived from the Ohio Economic Growth Impact Model. 
The data used in this analysis are attached. Because the model has peen 
computerized, different situations can be easily examined. 
There is no charge for impact studies conducted through an area agent for 
Community and Natural Resource Development of the Ohio Cooperative Extension 
Service. For more information contact your county Cooperative Extension 
Service office which can put you in touch with your area C&NRD agent. 
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OHIO ECONOMIC GROWTH IMPACT MODEL 
THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS ANALYSIS IS TO ASSIST PEOPLE AT THE LOCAL GC~ERNMENT LEVEL 
IN EXAMINING THE FISCAL IMPACTS OF VARIOUS GROWTH POLICIES, SUCH AS GRANTING TAX 
ABATEMENTS• EXTENDING WAlFR AND SEWER LINES• AND OEVELOPI~G INDUST~IAL PARKS. 
CHANGES DUE TO THE LOCATION OF A NEW FIRM ARE ESTIMATED FOR CITY. COUNTY. AND 
SCHOOL DISTRICT REVENUES A~O EXPENDlTURES. THE EFFECTS ON THE SERVICE SECTOR 
{RETAIL STORESt IN THE TOWN AND PERSONAL INCOME IN THE TOWN AND CC~NTY ARE ALSO 
ESTI,...ATEO • 
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THE OHIO ECONOMIC GRO~TH IMPACT MODEL WAS DEVELOPED BY DR• GEO~(E W• MORSE. 
RESOURCE ECONOMIST. AND JOHN DAVID GERARD• TECHNICAL ASSISTANT. ECCNOMIC 
RE5EARCHe DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ECONO~ICS AND RUf.<AL SOCIOLOGY, OHIO AGRI-
CULTURAL RESEARCH AND DFVELOPMENT CENTER• THE OHIO STATE UNIVEf.<SITY. FUNDING 
~AS PPOVIDEO AY T~E UeS• OEPAPTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, PURSUANT To TilLE V OF THE 
PURAL DEVELOPME~T ACT OF lg72. 
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